Facilitator identities
In this chapter, I explore the situated and discourse identities of facilitators, how they discursively construct this identity and how they position themselves and others in the interactions. More importantly I seek to illustrate through examples the impact this has on the interactions and the participants' orientations to identities as they evolve through the programme.
We rarely use category labels to identify ourselves, rather it is through our actions and discourses in specific settings that we perform identities. Doctors take on their professional identity as they ask questions regarding their patients' health, teachers do this by giving instructions, initiating and directing interactions with students, and offering feedback (Gardner, 2012; Hall & Walsh, 2002; Heritage, 2012; Richards, 2006) . The facilitators in this situated context perform a series of actions and discourse identities in the Soliya meeting room.
In this chapter, I provide brief extracts from the online interactions which serve to illustrate how the two co-facilitators, Ranà and Jessica, discursively establish their situated identities. They do this by orienting to the identities of:
• hosts, welcoming participants and making them feel at home in this online space, troubleshooting as they dealt with any technical issues hindering the conversation and transcribing summaries of what was said, and also seeing participants out of the space;
• implementers of an institutional agenda as they have participants engage in specific activities (from the Soliya Connect Program Online Curriculum) and initiate and guide conversations about a range of issues;
• orchestrators of interaction, supporting the turn taking mechanics of the discussions and ensuring that all participants are given the opportunity to speak;
• summarisers and probers, offering summaries of what the different participants were saying, and probing as they followed up responses with further questions or challenges, enhancing the quality of the interactions by getting the discussion to dig deeper and facilitating mutual learning;
• reflexive practitioners, reflecting with the participants on the group process.
Facilitators as 'hosts' and 'experts' in the online space
Online spaces, particularly those in which synchronous communication tools are used, can be likened to physical spaces in that one has to 'enter' and 'leave' the space, and also interact with others within this space. In fact, metaphors of space and place are commonly used in talking about online communities (for example White & Le Cornu, 2011) .
The Soliya 'meeting room', as the name suggests, is a small, intimate online space. Participants need to acquire an understanding of the conventions of this community and the technologies used for communication. They need to become pragmatically and 'semiotically agile' (Thorne, Sauro, & Smith, 2015) in order to be able to perform identities within this context, and the facilitators play an important role in supporting them in this.
The facilitators are more 'at home' than participants in this space as they already have a degree of familiarity with the workings of it and they take on the identity of 'hosts' and 'experts'. They are present in the space at the beginning of every session and greet the participants as they arrive, and also see the participants out of the space as the session ends.
The facilitators in this study, Jessica and Ranà, use all communication modes available to them to greet participants. At the beginning of the sessions they use both the spoken and the written channels to welcome participants, encouraging them to also speak so that any technical issues can be addressed. If participants arrive once discussions are underway the facilitators often choose to use the text mode to acknowledge the appearance of participants so that they do not interrupt the flow of discussion, and then take advantage of natural pauses in the interaction to greet through the spoken mode.
The virtual space is indeed referred to as if it were a physical space, with facilitators using temporal and spatial indexical markers, such as 'this', 'here', and also verbs such as 'meet' and 'gone'. In the extract below (Table 7 .1), for example, Jessica tells the participants "it's great to meet you" (Turn 63) as if they were together in the same place. She acknowledges technical difficulties the group are having, but she then orients to a more expert role and indicates the ways in which they can use the affordances of the environment to communicate, for example using thumbs up to indicate when they can hear and text chat when they are having trouble. She also encourages the participants to ask each other questions -and to take ownership of the space; "this is your space (..) and we're here to help you along", explicitly alluding to the facilitators' institutional role in this space. She uses a language which is specific to this context (the directive 'thumbs up' may appear somewhat unusual in most face to face situations). The 'thumbs up' or 'thumbs down' gesture indeed becomes part of the visual language of the group in this space and recurs throughout the sessions when participants are asked to provide a yes/no response to a question -often a technical question. This gesture appears to be almost a standard form of visual communication in video-conferencing as other researchers have reported (Guichon & Wigham, 2016) .
The facilitator as host is responsible for making participants feel at home, doing what they can to ensure the participants' understanding and ability to contribute to the discussions. This discourse identity of host emerges also through the phatic use of the text chat for greetings and leave-taking, offering encouragement and managing the turns in this online space.
Implementers of institutional agendas: indexing and authorisation of situated identities
Ranà and Jessica do not explicitly identify themselves as facilitators until Turn 69, about 20 minutes after the start of the first session, when Jessica explains that there should be two facilitators working together (Table 7. 2). However, it was clear from the beginning that they were indeed the facilitators through their discourse identities. In the extract below, we see how Jessica indexes her situated identity (Turn 67) by making relevant 'the goals of the programme' and explaining how they will go about achieving these goals through the dialogue. Here she highlights first of all the institutional aspect of her situated identity as she delivers what we could call the 'Soliya agenda' (Boden & Zimmerman, 1991) .
There are many hesitations in this extended turn, lasting up to five seconds, and Jessica repeatedly checks understanding by saying ok with a rising intonation. Her unnaturalness suggests she is not quite comfortable in what she is saying, as if she is using an institutional script which she has not quite mastered. This is confirmed by looking at the visual mode as at times she seems to be reading, her gaze is directed downwards and 'hors champ', that is outside of the frame (Guichon & Wigham, 2016) , and at times we can actually see that she is holding a piece of paper. we could call 'Soliya-speak', as she performs the institutional identity of the facilitator, though as said above, her performance is somewhat hesitant and unnatural at times, perhaps not having yet taken ownership of this institutional language. Her hesitations also suggest lack of confidence with the terminology used to frame the discussion. Her closing words in this turn make reference to the issue of terminology as she tells the group they will talk about the 'labels' used later during the session, alluding to the Soliya agenda.
Jessica's use of pronouns in addressing the group varies, as she switches between you and we (highlighted also in the extract). When she checks understanding and talks about the activities participants will have to do independently she uses the second person to address the participants, but when she talks about the dialogue process she tends to use the first person plural pronoun we. This use of the first person plural pronoun indexes shared goals and it projects the intended outcomes of the programme onto the whole group as they are all called upon to invest in this joint activity. The participants are indexed as agents who will jointly carry out the actions Jessica proposes. In this turn she also hints at the 'imagined identities' that the Soliya Connect Program prefigures for participants, that is young people with a long term interest in the relationship between 'Western societies' and 'predominantly Arab and Muslim societies'.
Later on in this same session Ranà also makes explicit reference to the situated identity of the facilitators (Turn 161, Table 7 .3), indexing the facilitator-host by the use of the spatial marker 'here', saying that her and Jessica are 'here' in order to support the participants and offer directions and some organisation, but that the participants are free to talk about what they want and are free to express their opinions. In the excerpt below we see the facilitators Ranà and Jessica working in tandem, for as Ranà speaks, Jessica types a summary of what she is saying. Ranà seems to be explaining the 'rules of engagement ' (Goffman, 1963 , in Blommaert, 2015 , orienting to expert identity as she clarifies the specific roles of the actors and the situated identities of the facilitators and participants in this online space. Jessica, on the other hand, orients to the transcriber, which is part of the institutional identity of facilitators mentioned in the previous chapter. There are a total of 18 instances in the three sessions analysed when the facilitators explicitly index their institutional identity by making reference to the curriculum, planned activities for the sessions, their responsibilities, reading tasks, and assignments. In explicitly using the label 'facilitator', referring to the institutional programme and using the language that is associated with Soliya, Ranà and Jessica can be seen as engaging in the authorisation of these identities and of the actions they take. This authorisation is necessary as the discourse identities of discussion initiator, asker of questions, and orchestrator of interaction, which I will explore in the next section, can be potentially facethreatening (Brown & Levinson, 1987) if one does not have the authority to perform them and they could thus be dismissed or ignored by the participants. The facilitators are not teachers in a familiar classroom context, they are online dialogue facilitators, a figure that participants are unlikely to have come across in other contexts, hence the need to define their role and 'authorise' the actions they take by making reference to institutional identities.
Another important characteristic of the facilitator identity in this study is that there are two of them and they share the responsibilities, as explicitly mentioned by both Jessica and Ranà in the interactions reported above. They work in tandem -for example with one facilitator leading the discussion while the other transcribes to support the learners. Like all facilitators, for every session they plan an outline of their session and organise their co-facilitation so that ideally whilst one leads an activity the other transcribes, thus providing support for participants' understanding.
The Soliya sessions in fact are not 'naturally occurring conversations', but rather semi-structured interactions which the co-facilitators have planned in advance with the support of the 'Online Curriculum' (Soliya, 2010) . As the Soliya Connect Program is integrated into some university curricula and student participants may gain official recognition, there is a need for clear goals and some consistency in students' experiences across the multiple dialogue groups. The online curriculum provides an array of tools which include discussion questions and suggestions on a range of topics that the facilitators can choose from. The suggested activities and teaching tools are designed to take groups through the online dialogue process that is the basis of Soliya's Connect Program. In certain weeks of the exchange there are some recommended activities that all dialogue groups 1 engage in, other weeks the groups themselves are left to establish the topics to be discussed with the facilitators.
Each session generally follows a similar structure in that there are ice-breaking activities at the beginning of a session, some activities or questions on specific topics, and a final closing round with reflections on the session. The aim is for the groups to gradually take ownership of the dialogue and collaboratively engage in knowledge construction by sharing their personal experiences, and becoming curious to learn more about the contexts and situations they hear about.
Facilitator/orchestrator of interaction
The mediating role of technology imposes some constraints on the communication, as discussed in Chapter 6, for example allowing only one person to speak at a time, but at the same time making multiple floors available at once (e.g. spoken and written modes), which can lead to parallel conversations. The framed image through the webcam does not have many of the visual contextual cues which are present in face to face contexts, such as gaze and bodily movements which can signal or prepare conversational moves (Androutsopoulos, 2013) .
Throughout the first half of the first session, and indeed at different moments of all the sessions, the facilitators orient to the 'orchestrator's of interaction' identity using a range of different strategies to facilitate the turn-taking. Sometimes this is a response to participants specifically asking for directions, which can result from extended silences as in the example below from early on in the first session.
Jessica initiates the interaction with an activity in which participants are asked about the meaning of their names (Turn 78, Table 7 .4). After a 24 second silence, Brendan asks if there is any order to follow as regards responses (Turn 80) and Jessica says no, whoever wants to speak can. Brendan then responds to the question that Jessica had asked, after which there is silence lasting nine seconds before Jessica elicits another speaker by saying 'next?' in an interrogative tone (Turn 88). This too is followed by a long silence (15 seconds) which is interrupted by Brendan who in a low tone of voice says "are you all there y'all there" (Turn 90). Jessica then once again orients to the discourse identity of 'orchestrator of interaction' (Turn 92) by saying they will "do a round" and nominates the first speaker of this round, Mohammed. This way of organising turns in rounds, which is repeated several times during the sessions, indexes the 'space' of interaction, the circular configuration of the participants in this online space. It is also one of the suggested strategies in the training manual for facilitators and is used to ensure participation of all students. There are various strategies that the facilitators use to select speakers. At times they orient to aspects of their transportable identities. For instance in Turn 144 below (Table 7 .5), Ranà orients to the identity category of gender, having noted that those who had not yet spoken were the female participants, as she says "I want to hear more about our ladies Fadela and Deni…", calling on them to participate. At other times they make explicit observations on the group dynamics in the session and seek to bring in voices and perspectives that have not yet been heard, as in the example below (Table 7 .6), which again is from the first session. The co-facilitators share the responsibility of ensuring that all participants have the opportunity to make themselves heard and strategically use the different modes of communication available to encourage participation, reinforcing the spoken word through use of text and orienting to different aspects of participants' identities in order to do this in a non-threatening way. In the extract below one of the participants, Alef, also encourages other voices as he uses the text chat to reinforce the facilitator's encouragement. It takes some time, but after 13 seconds of silence, Jack indeed does respond, acknowledging the 'pressure' on him to do so, and expressing a degree of discomfort both with the topic being discussed and also the technology.
The facilitators are thus far the 'experts' in this community of practice as regards communication in this new online space, guiding the participant-novices as they negotiate the constraints of the technology as well as their engagement in dialogue about difficult issues in this new context where they are not yet familiar with one another. In terms of the relationality principle, when facilitators take on the initiator and orchestrator identity as in the extracts discussed above, the participants align to the identity of participant as obedient executor of facilitator instructions. There is an imbalance in terms of power relations, with the facilitators wielding the authority to initiate interactions, establish topics and decide who is next to speak. These interactions follow what has been identified as the most common interaction pattern in the classroom, initiation-response-feedback (Richards, 2006) , with the facilitators Ranà and Jessica taking on a role similar to that of the teacher. This is a familiar pattern to many of the participants perhaps, and offers a sense of safety and comfort, but does not lead to the depth of interactions and understanding that the programme aims for. As mentioned previously, the ultimate aim is for participants to take ownership of the dialogue process, to initiate the interactions themselves, and to delve deeper into issues which are of interest to them.
Each of the two hour sessions that were analysed in this study had parts that were characterised by this initiation-response-feedback pattern of interaction, but as the programme progressed there were some changes. In the first session the facilitators' floor time, in particular Jessica who had a stronger Internet connection and was present throughout the session, exceeded by far that of the participants. In fact, the two facilitators spoke more between them than the sum of the participants.
In the final session, the facilitators still initiate interactions and orchestrate the turn-taking, but their voice is no longer so dominant in terms of floor time. As participants become familiar with one another, the situated environment, and the technology mediating their sessions, they take ownership of the dialogue process. Their voices become stronger and the range of discourse identities they take on broadens. They are not only respondents but, as we will see in the following chapter, they initiate dialogue, they align, but also disalign, to one another, sometimes challenging the assumptions underlying one another's questions and affirmations. The facilitators do not disappear, but continue to orchestrate the interactions in less visible ways.
How did the facilitator identity evolve?
In the first session, much of the facilitator time was spent dealing with technical issues and, initially, orchestrating the interaction as participants became familiar with the turn-taking dynamics, the technology, and the group. These issues remained throughout the sessions, but as participants engaged in deeper interactions, the facilitators oriented to the identity of summariser and/or prober, pulling together the points of view which had been expressed, and adding an additional opportunity for listening and understanding. This can support the group in digging deeper into the conversation.
Summariser
In the extract below, we see Jessica (Table 7 .7, Turn 250) orient to the situated identity of facilitator-summariser as she brings together various interventions and viewpoints expressed by the participants regarding the role of the US in the Middle East. Jessica explicitly indexes this identity as she says "this is summarising the argument" and she reiterates some of the words used by Thamena, such as 'military intervention' and 'occupying' and introduces her own interpretation with the term 'hegemonising' ("or perhaps we can talk about hegemonising isn't just military it's also cultural in relation to food and er other aspects 'hh erm"). She incorporates Jack and Deni's words, "talking from the other side or from the outside looking in", and acknowledges their recognition of the complexity of the situation and their perceived expectations of others as regards the US role. She closes her turn by orienting to the facilitator-orchestrator identity as she elicits any further interventions.
Another example of summarising comes from close to the end of the first session. Jessica returns to some key points that were raised in the dialogue in order to bring the participants to the topic of language and the categories they use. This is an activity that had been planned by the facilitators, as she had mentioned it previously in the session, and it aims to foster critical awareness. She is not 'teaching' them what is right and wrong, but rather trying to support them in establishing a shared language for the group that they feel comfortable with. The previous discussion highlighted the need for this as the participants themselves had initiated a discussion on terminology, in particular the use of the contentious terms 'help' and 'developing country' as Mohammed pointed out in Turn 252. Jessica indexes the group identity several times in her turn (264 ,  Table 7 .8), making reference to their shared goals and future activities "in the group discussions we're going to be talking about". She refers back to some of the terms that have already been used in that session -which constitutes the group's 'shared history'. In this turn she thus reinforces the community identity and the actions that the group will be engaging in, authenticating the group (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p. 598) , making reference also to the emerging and imagined identity of the group. Mirroring and summarising are indeed key strategies for facilitators which their training prepares them for, though as can be seen in the extracts above, it is not easy for a beginner facilitator to do this clearly. It is important that facilitators ask participants to correct them if they have misinterpreted what they said. Summarising is used in order to make sure that all group participants understand what has been said, particularly in long conversations when a lot of ideas emerge. It is also a way of helping participants feel listened to, and returning to key points.
Reframing
Another strategy that the facilitators used on several occasions was reframing, that is shifting the perspective of a discussion from, for example, the personal to the political, or from a specific context to a broader context, or shifting from the past to the future.
The extract below (Table 7 .9) comes from the third session after an intense exchange between the participants about the situation in Palestine on a very personal level as they talk about the impact of Israeli occupation on their daily lives. Table 7 .9. Session 3, Turns 259-262
Turn Speaker Audio Text chat
259 Jessica (3s) erm to to go back to er ok he he we only got as far as two words in our word associations activity which was supposed to (.) lead on 'hh but I think maybe now erm I think it's he time he to go on to a broader discussion to relate this issue because some writers have 'hh (2s) erm (4s) Jessica links the exchange they have had to a broader discussion on the 'nature of the relationship' between 'western societies' and 'predominantly Muslim societies'. She thus reframes the issue, which leads to a shift from a very personal, emotional tone to a more structured, rational discussion which she and Ranà lead. There are many false starts and hesitations in Jessica's turn as she sets up the activity, but she finally starts this new discussion, orienting to the multimodal affordances of the platform as she asks the participants to respond to her question through the text mode.
This (somewhat inarticulate) reframing leads to a different kind of discussion which focusses more on the political level, redressing participation imbalances by allowing those that do not have personal experience, but may have some academic or political knowledge, to have a voice.
Reframing is, like mirroring and summarising, one of the active listening tools that facilitators are trained to use in order to facilitate online dialogue. It allows the facilitator to move the conversation forward -in this case by connecting it to a larger theme, but there are many ways of reframing. It is a strategy that can also be used to connect people with conflicting views, or to highlight differences between the perspectives that are coming into the conversation. It is valuable in creating awareness in dialogue by drawing attention to, and even naming the frames that are being used and those which may be missing. It relates to power dynamics in that it is often who starts the discussion that establishes the frame that is being used and the way the discussion of a topic is approached (Soliya, 2010) . Reframing issues allows for shifts in power dynamics within the dialogue group. Awareness of framing is also an important aspect of critical media literacy, for frames "organize the world both for journalists who report it and, in some important degree, for us who rely on their reports" (Gitlin, 1980, p. 7).
Reflective practitioner
Another essential identity orientation of the facilitator is that of the reflective practitioner, who with the group reflects on the dialogue process, usually in the final 'closing round' of the sessions. Reflections on the dialogue process are fundamental (Andreotti, 2005; Greenwood, 2005; Lederach, 1995; Saunders, 1999) as they allow the participants to reflect on what they have learnt and share how they are feeling. It also encourages participants to take responsibility for the group process by making it explicit and encouraging them to think how they would like to move forward and also better their dialogue and communication (Soliya, 2010) . Furthermore, it provides valuable feedback for the facilitators themselves on how they are performing and supporting the group.
As analysis of the closing rounds of each of the three sessions showed, this activity allows group members to re-align to one another after having engaged in distinction and even made negative evaluations of each others' positionings (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005) .
At the end of the first session, Jessica makes observations on the progress that the group has made in this single session (Table 7 .10). Despite the technical issues which she and Ranà had been grappling with (or perhaps in part due to them) the participants had talked about East-West relations which, according to the curriculum, should be addressed in later weeks, when the group has established trust. Jessica asks them to reflect on what they liked and did not like about the session or that they had learnt (questions from the 'Online Curriculum'). The shift from a focus on distinction and differences to adequation and shared identities, from seriousness to celebration lightens the tone of the final interactions and moves the focus to cohesion, a strong indicator of community (Hauck, Galley, & Warnecke, 2016) . The extract below comes from the end of the third session as the participants reflect on what they learnt through their interaction and exchange which had been particularly intense as the Palestine Israel conflict was discussed. In Turn 387 (Table 7 .11), Fadela acknowledges the seriousness of the discussions but shifts her positioning and orients to the group in a different way, announcing she has news. She then indexes the identity she shares with the group -that of being a student as she reminds them that she will soon be graduating and shares the photo of her graduation attire. The group identity and realignment is reinforced through the phatic communication expressed through text chat mode as participants congratulate Fadela.
In this case, the orientation to group cohesion was indexed and brought into play by a participant and not a facilitator. This shift in tone eases the tension which may have emerged during the session and allows the participants to realign. The initiation of the closing round, an institutional activity, sets the ground for this shift which is why it is a fundamental part of dialogue practices in the fields of intergroup relations, conflict transformation, and other related fields (Andreotti, 2005; Saunders, 1999) . There was a tension in the facilitator's role of orchestrator, linked to their comfort with silence. Throughout the sessions, there were occasions when silences lasted for several minutes, not just seconds. As highlighted at various points of the analysis, this is much longer than silences identified in face to face interactions in studies which analyse face to face interactions adopting conversation analysis, in which microseconds are counted. There has been a tendency to perceive silence as indicating lack of mutual rapport or indexing lower cognitive or indeed language abilities in mainstream European and American cultures (Jaworski, 1993; Li, 2001) . Although analysing the different types of silence was beyond the scope of this study, different explanations for silence were found: technical issues, lack of familiarity with turn taking mechanisms, and resistance to the topic being discussed. However, silence also seemed to serve as 'think time' and preparing to speak in silence allows time for reflection and can facilitate more meaningful interactions. Silent 'wait-time' has been found to increase the number and quality of unsolicited responses (Li, 2001) in the classroom.
Finding the right balance between giving the interactants time to think of their responses and follow up questions is perhaps one of the most difficult tasks for facilitators, as they seek to encourage the group to 'take ownership' of the process, but also do not want them to disengage due to prolonged silences. Yet intervening too often will prevent the participants from taking control of the dialogue. This tension was visible in many instances of the sessions.
Neutrality and multipartiality
Facilitators in the Soliya Connect Program are expected not to contribute their views to the dialogues, but to be multipartial (Soliya, 2010) , in the sense that they should be curious about and pay attention to all perspectives and even seek to bring in those which may not be presented in the dialogue, for example by playing devil's advocate. It is not easy to be multipartial and facilitators need training, self-observation, and reflexivity, as well as supervision, time, and practice,, to acquire these skills. There is a risk that facilitators can cause more harm than good, hence the importance of the training and supervision of facilitators. Agbaria and Cohen (2000) suggest that facilitators that "encounter experiences with groups in conflict" (p. 8) should themselves have gone through such experiences and dealt with issues of power as participants in such groups or issues pertaining to their own identity and the dynamics of power relations in their own lives.
This neutrality and multipartiality can represent a tension for facilitators, certainly in my experience as a facilitator I have often felt and reflected on this, as have others (Bali, 2014) . However, I have come to the understanding that being neutral when performing the identity of facilitator does not mean that one cannot have political and/or religious beliefs. Facilitating can be seen as orienting to a situated identity in which these beliefs are temporarily suspended, or not explicitly indexed whilst serving the needs of a group and a larger 'cause'. Supporting groups in negotiation and working with them so they frame their interests in such a way that 'others' can effectively respond can be seen as a way of pursuing the same goal of social justice (Burgess, 2005) . It is clear, however, that before and whilst 'doing being a facilitator', these beliefs and allegiances should not be visible to the participants in the dialogue groups.
Imagined identities
As mentioned in Chapter 5, the facilitators are key to this model of virtual exchange; without them the programme could not exist. Most of the facilitators are volunteer facilitators who have been through the Connect Program themselves and have continued to engage with Soliya through facilitation. They thus represent, in some ways, the 'imagined identity' that the Soliya Connect Program prefigures for participants. In focus groups with facilitators in a more recent study 2 , I have been exploring the driving force behind facilitators' commitment to the Soliya Connect Program, as they undertake to facilitating the same group, at the same time, for two hour sessions over eight consecutive weeks. There is also a considerable amount of preparation and communication with co-facilitators and participants in between sessions.
What many of the facilitators responded was what they learn from each round of facilitation that they do. Every group is different and has their own dynamics, hence every group presents different challenges in terms of facilitation, which makes it an opportunity for learning. As this facilitator from Egypt reported: "I feel like I am developing my skills each time I have a different challenge and I try just to develop myself as a facilitator and let them get the best out of this experience". It is also the new knowledge that the facilitators engage with as they listen to their group's dialogue and participants' experiences which offers them learning opportunities. An additional factor is the support which they receive from the community of facilitators and coaches, and the "feeling part of a global community, being around people from different countries".
Facilitators also reported applying the skills that they developed through this experience to other spheres of their life, for example their relationships with friends, their work contexts, and family. "I think it's a valuable skill in life to be able to be a good participant in dialogue and improve relations and in negotiations and to be able also to be a positive force within any dialogue on a day to day basis so it's a skill which is valuable and I'm liking it, I enjoy it and I feel comfortable doing it" (Facilitator, Netherlands).
Many of the facilitators said they felt they were making a difference, and that is what keeps them facilitating. Several of them talked about experiencing transformation themselves when they had been participants which is what led them to facilitation. As facilitators, they report the pleasure in witnessing this change in some of the participants, it is this tangible impact that drives them.
"So why I facilitate is because I see the change and I'm passionate about intercultural dialogue I want… that there is more peace and understanding between people… I feel I'm making a difference for three years now and I see the difference at the end of the semester with my groups… and really I feel global, I feel like I'm a citizen of the world, I feel how the world is connected and how small it is and I like helping others to have that amazing wonderful feeling that makes me happy at least, and yeah this feeling of connection" (Facilitator, Sweden). "I'm on my senior year in university now and I have a very busy schedule I'm not going to sign up for second semester but then at the end I saw it come to me… it's really great when you can be part of a change of someone else and at the same time you feel the change in your life" (Facilitator, Morocco).
